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PER CURI AM *

Ronal d W Bunton, Texas inmate # 620942, appeals the
district court’s summary judgnent for Defendant Kreuzer based on
qualified imunity in his pro se civil rights action, filed
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Bunton alleged that Kreuzer’s
budget constraints resulted in a policy of hiring inadequate
medi cal staff at the Chanbers County Jail where Bunton was

incarcerated as a pretrial detainee. Kreuzer’s summary judgnent

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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evi dence showed that officials at the jail gave Bunton nedication
that was prescribed for himand otherw se tended to his nedical
needs. Bunton has failed to show that Kreuzer was “deliberately
indifferent” in failing to hire adequate nedi cal personnel or
that the purported i nadequate hiring caused Bunton’s injury. See

Conner v. Travis County, 209 F.3d 794, 796 (5th Cr. 2000).

After review ng the record, we conclude that the district court
did not err in granting summary judgnent for Kreuzer on this

claim See Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U. S. 317, 324 (1986);

Little v. Liquid Air Corp., 37 F.3d 1069, 1075 (5th Gr. 1994)(en

banc). Judgnent for Kreuzer on this claimis AFFI RVED.

Kreuzer, however, produced no summary judgnent evidence to
refute Bunton’s claimthat his placenent in solitary confinenent,
as a pretrial detainee, violated his constitutional rights.
Absent evidence to refute this claim Kreuzer failed to neet his
burden of showi ng the absence of a genuine issue of material fact

regarding this claim See Little, 37 F.3d at 1075.

Consequently, the district court erred when it granted summary
judgnent on this claim Judgnent for Kreuzer on this claimis
VACATED and the case is REMANDED for further proceedings
consistent with this opinion. W express no view on the ultinmate
merits of the claim

AFFI RVED | N PART; VACATED AND REMANDED | N PART.



